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Abstract 
The research consisted of 874 high school students from Iran and 859 students from Turkey. The “Bully-Victim Determination 
Scale Adolescent Form” developed by Piúkin & Ayas (2007) was used for Turkish students, whilst the adapted Persian version of 
the same instrument was used for Persian students. The results revealed that Iranian students were significantly more victimized 
in Physical victimization than their Turkish counterparts, whereas the Turkish students victimized more in isolation. However, 
the Turkish students had significantly higher scores than their Iranian counterparts in all bullying subscales. The data also 
revealed that males were significantly more victimized than females in any type of victimization and also significantly more 
bullied than females in any type of bullying. However, the 2-way interactions between country and gender showed that in most of 
the victimization subscales, Turkish males were more victimized than any groups followed by Iranian males. Turkish females 
were the least victimized group followed by Iranian females. The data also showed that general and vocational high school 
students did not differ either in victimization or in bullying. 
© 2011 Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
It is likely that bullying has existed in schools for centuries. However, it received significant research attention 
after the work of Olweus (1978). Bullying is probably one of the most difficult and prevalent problems that our 
school today face (Orpinas & Horne, 2006), while all children have the right to have education in a safe 
environment.  
In recent years, there is a growing number of researches conducted all over the world in order to understand the 
nature and prevalence of bullying and coping methods. Atik (2011) using the keywords “bully or bullying and 
schools,” to search the PsycINFO database, produced 1703 peer-reviewed articles fully published in journals from 
1975 to 2010. Interestingly, most of papers (1458) were published after 2000. Similarly, a review of published 
articles and unpublished theses and dissertations in Turkish literature indicates that approximately 82 studies on 
bullying at school appeared after 2001. Almost 88% of them were conducted after 2005.  
Although Cowie & Jennifer (2008) state that, there is no consensus regarding the definition of bullying, many 
researchers use Olweus’ definition.  According to Olweus, bullying is “as a subset of aggressive behavior with 
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certain specific characteristics such that “a person is being bullied or victimized when he or she is exposed, 
repeatedly and over time, to negative actions on the part of one or more other students” (Olweus, 1993, p.9). Smith 
& Sharp’s (1994) definition of bullying is also popular in the field. They describe that bullying is ‘‘a systematic 
abuse of power’’ (p. 2). The key elements of these definitions are deliberate intention to harm another individual; 
repetition of the bullying behaviors over time; and an imbalance of power. 
Different researchers categorized bullying differently. For example Olweus (1993) stated three types of bullying: 
physical, verbal, and social exclusion. Both physical and verbal bullying can be observed by outsiders therefore 
generally accepted as direct bullying whereas social exclusion is not always visible therefore it is accepted as 
indirect bullying. Rivers & Smith (1994) identified three types of bullying: direct physical, direct verbal and indirect 
bullying. Direct physical aggression involves tangible behaviors such as hitting, pushing, and kicking. Direct verbal 
aggression includes name-calling and threats. Indirect aggression involves behaviors such as spreading rumors and 
telling tales. Some researchers such as (Crick & Bigbee, 1998) call indirect bullying as relational bullying. Elliott 
(1997) classifies bullying as follows: physical, verbal, social exclusion, emotional, and sexual. Piúkin & Ayas (2011) 
classified bullying for primary school children in five categories: Physical, verbal, isolation, rumor spreading and 
harming properties; however they added (Piúkin ve Ayas, 2007) sexual bullying as being the sixth category for 
adolescents (middle schools and high schools). 
A considerable number of researches have demonstrated the harmful effects of bullying on school children. 
Hawker & Boulton (2000), in their meta-analysis of 20 years’ research, found that victimization was strongly 
associated with depression, and moderately associated with loneliness, and low social and global self-esteem. The
emotional effects of bullying can cause low self-esteem and confident (Besag, 1989; Piúkin & Ayas, 2005a). 
Coie & Dodge (1998), Crick & Grotpeter (1995) state that bullies are more likely to experience social-
psychological adjustment problems such as depression, loneliness and social isolation. The Social Care Institute of 
Excellence (2005) states that verbal, social, and psychological forms of bullying can drive a child to suicide having 
equal potency to modes of physical aggression. Berthold and Hoover, 2000) reported that students who are the target 
of bullying are also likely to avoid going to school because they fear for their safety. 
There is also evidence that continued or severe bullying can contribute to long-term problems. For example, in 
his longitudinal research, Olweus (1991) found that boys who persistently bullied others in adolescence were three 
to four times more likely to be involved in repeated anti-social behavior and physical violence by their early 
twenties. 
According to the World Health Organization, the prevalence of bullying is quite consistent across countries 
(Teachsafeschools.org.).  Griffin & Gross (2004) state that figures vary widely, depending upon the definition and 
methodology used, and the applicable time frame (between 5 and 90% of students reporting they were victims of 
bullying). Olweus (1993), based upon survey data collated from 130,000 schoolchildren, found that 15% of those 
students attending elementary and secondary/junior high schools were involved in mobbing as either perpetrators or 
victims. In the United States, in a study of over 15,686 students attending public and private schools, Nansel, 
Overpeck, Pilla, Ruan, Simons-Morton & Scheidt (2001) found that 30% of sixth- through tenth-grade students said 
that they had moderate to frequent involvement in bullying at school with 13% reporting their role as bully and 
10.6% as victims. The National Youth Violence Prevention Resource Center (2006) estimated that 30 percent of 
teens in the United States (over 5.7 million) are involved in bullying as a bully, a target of bullying, or both. Another 
recent and large scaled study conducted  by Josephson Institute (2010) on over 45,000 students from 78 public and 
22 private school students, aged between 15-18, revealed that about 50% of the students did bullying, and 47% of 
the students victimized at least in one type of bullying. In the UK, a nationwide survey of bullying conducted with 
4,000 children aged 5 to 16, found that 68% of the children had been bullied at least once; 38% had been bullied at 
least twice (Elliott & Kilpatrick, 2002). Whitney & Smith (1993) found that 27% of the pupils in junior and middle 
schools  were  bullied  –  10%  indicated  that  they  were  bullied  once  a  week.  In  Finland  it  was  found  that  11%  the  
children were victimized and the same percent of them bullied others at least once a week (Kaltiala-Heino & 
Rimple, 1999). In Scotland, Karatzias, Power & Swanson, 2002) reported that 7.5% of the high school students were 
bully, 16.7% of the students were victims. Ndetel, Ongecha, Khasakhala, Syanda, Mutiso, Othieno (2007) reported 
that the prevalence of bullying in Kenya varied, depending on the type of bullying, from 63.2 to 81,8%. In Romania, 
Beldean-Galea, Jurcau & Tigan, (2010) found that 33.8% reported bullying others “once a week or more often”, 
60.8% „sometimes” (once or twice and sometime), 40.5% reported being victimized “once a week or more often”,
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55% „sometimes” (once or twice and sometimes). In South Cyprus, Stavrinides et al., (2010) found that 5.4% of the 
students were only victim, 7.4% were only bully and 4.2% were bully-victim.
In a recent study, Fleming & Jacobsen (2010) amongst middle-school students in 19 low- and middle-income 
countries found that the percentage of victimized children varied between 41-60% in Botswana, Chili, Guyana, 
Kenya, Namibia, Swaziland, Uganda and Zimbabwe, varies between 20-43% in China, Lebanon, Morocco, Oman, 
Philippine, United Arab Emirates, Tanzania and Venezuela. In this research, Tajikistan was the only country where 
the percentage of victimized students was under 20%. 
In another large scale international survey of 35 countries in Europe and North America, Due, Merlo, Harel-
Fisch, Damsgaard, Holstein, Hetland (2009) demonstrated that the lowest prevalence occurred in Sweden (for girls 
5.0; for boys, 6.3) and the highest in Lithuania (for girls 34.0; for 38.0). 
Recently, a growing number of researches in Turkey investigated the prevalence of bullying in Turkish schools. 
Although most of the research has been carried out among primary school students, there has been some research 
conducted on high school level. Dölek (2002) found that the victimization level among 9th grade students was 11%. 
Piúkin & Ayas (2005b) studied 9th to  11th grade students and found that 20.5% of the students were victim, and 
28.2% of them were bully. Akgün (2005) his study of high school preparation class, 9th and 10th grade children, 
found that the percentage of victims was 8.2, and the percentage of bullies was 7.2. Gültekin & SayÕl (2005) found 
that the percentage of victimized students was 13.9. Kepenekçi & ÇÕnkÕr (2006) reported that 100% of the students 
were victimized at least once in the academic year. Alikasifoglu, Erginoz, Ercan, Uysal & Albayrak-Kaymak, 
(2007) in their large scale (N=3519) research on 9th, 10th, and 11th grade Turkish students stated that the percentage 
of victims was 22% whereas the percentage of bullies was 9.2%.  
Many studies have pointed out that bullying and victimization incidences vary due to gender differences. 
Numerous researchers have reported that boys are more likely than girls to bully other students (Fekkes, Pijpers & 
Verloove-Vanhorick 2005; Nansel, et al., 2001; Nordhagen, et al., 2005; O’Moore & Hillery, 1989), nonetheless, a 
small number of studies found no significant gender differences (Kristensen & Smith, 2003; Peskin, Tortolero & 
Markham, 2006). In contrast to these findings, Beldean-Galea, Jurcau &Tigan, (2010) found that girls tend to bully 
others more often than boys. 
Related to victimization the findings are diverse. Some researches reveal that the number of boys and girls being 
victimized is about the same (eg. Beldean-Galea, Jurcau & Tigan, 2010; Fekkes, Pijpers & Verloove-Vanhorick, 
2005; Peskin, Tortolero & Markham, 2006), while others have found that more boys are victimized (eg. O’Moore & 
Hillery, 1989). 
Due et al., (2009), in their international survey of 35 countries found that in all countries except Greenland, 
Hungary, Scotland. Ukraine, and Wales, more boys than girls reported being victims of bullying, but in most 
countries gender differences were minor. 
Some researchers state that boys perform and also were victimized more in forms of direct bullying such as 
physical bullying than girls (Card, Stucky, Sawalani & Little, 2008; Elliott (2002; Espelage, Bosworth, & Simon, 
2000; Olweus, 1993; Rigby, 2007; Smith & Sharp, 2003) whereas girls enact and also were victimized more often in 
types of social/relational bullying (Borntrager, Davis, Bernstein, & Gorman, 2009; Price, 2004; Rigby, 2007).  
Research in Turkey generally indicates that boys are more likely to bully others than girls and are often more 
victimized than girls (Dölek, 2002; Pekel, 2004; Piúkin & Ayas, 2005b; TakÕú, 2007). Some research conducted on 
secondary school children in Turkey, reporting only victimization results, indicated that boys bully others more 
often than girls did (Alikasifoglu, et al., 2007; Malkoc & Ceylan, 2010; Sahin & Sari, 2010). 
In the case of Iran, Mahemmedkani (2002) report that boys usually perform more physical bullying and criminal 
activities than girls, whereas girls bully others by verbal forms and rumor spreading. 
Related to high school type differences, there is limited research comparing general and vocational high school 
students. Piúkin & Ayas (2005b) compared general high school, female’s vocational high schools, and male’s 
vocational high school students bullying and victimization level in Turkey. The data revealed that male vocational 
high school students were significantly more victimized than the students of the other two schools, whereas the bully 
level of female’s vocational high school students were significantly lower than students of the other two schools.  
Furthermore Piúkin & Ayas (in Press) examined peer bullying and victimization levels of students of industrial 
vocational high school, general high school, private high school and Anatolian high school. The results showed that 
the most victimized students were from vocational high school whereas private high school students composed the 
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group with higher bully incidents. The Anatolian high school students were the least victimized and also had the 
least number of bullies compared to the other groups. 
Comparing coeducational and single sex schools in the incidence of bullying, Rigby (2007) stated that there are 
no consistent differences between the two types of schools in Australia.  
The purpose of the study is to compare the level of peer bullying among Iranian and Turkish high school 
students. The bully and victim levels of students in both countries were examined according to gender and high 
school types. 
2. Method 
Participants 
The research group consisted of 874 Iranian and 859 Turkish high school students. The Iranian participants were 
attending “general” and “vocational” high school in Zencan city while the Turkish students were from Ankara’s 
high schools. Students from four schools at each country took part, two were general high schools and two were 
vocational high schools. Since in Iran there is no co-education in high schools, one general and one vocational high 
school for males and one general and one vocational high school for females were selected. However, in Turkey, all 
general-academic high schools are co-educational schools. Although in Turkey all vocational-technical high schools 
recently start to accept both males and females, some types of vocational high schools are attended by mostly males, 
whilst others mostly by females. In order to establish gender equivalence of Iranian and Turkish vocational schools, 
one vocational high school was selected from male dominant vocational schools, while the other was selected from 
female dominant vocational-technical schools. 
The instruments were delivered to 900 students from each country; however the final data consist of 874 Iranian 
and 859 Turkish students because some students’ data were missing. In Iran 222 males and 224 females were from 
general-academic high schools and 210 males and 218 females were from vocational high school. In Turkey, 419 
students were from two general-academic high schools while 219 males and 221 females from vocational-technical 
high schools. 
Instruments 
The “Bully-Victim Determination Scale - Adolescent Form” developed by Piúkin & Ayas (2007) was used for 
the Turkish students, whilst the adapted Persian version of the same instrument was used for the Persian students. 
The Bully-Victim Determination Scale – Adolescent Form consisted of two main scales; one is called “Bullying 
Scale” and the other “Victimization Scale”. The items in both scales are the same but the wording is different. In the 
Victimization Scale, students were asked to answer how often they were victimized by other students while in the 
Bullying Scale they were asked to answer how often they did bullying actions towards other students. 
The scale was developed by Piúkin & Ayas (2007) in order to determine the bullying and the victimization levels 
of students, grades from 6th to 11th. The Bullying Scale and the Victimization Scale each consisted of 53 items and 6 
factors as follow: Physical bullying/victimization, verbal bullying/victimization, isolation, rumor spreading, harming 
properties, and sexual bullying/victimization. The instrument gives also total bullying scores as well as victimization 
scores. The numbers of items of each subscale are as follow: physical: 15 items, verbal: 7 items, isolation: 6 items, 
rumor spreading: 5 items, harming properties: 10 items, and sexual: 10 items. The minimum score that can be taken 
from the Bullying Scale as well as Victimization Scale is 53, and the maximum score is 265. When the students’ 
score increases the bullying and victimization level increases, while when the score is low the bullying and 
victimization level is low. Piúkin & Ayas (2007) found the Cronbach Alpha correlation coefficients for Bullying 
Scales are as follow: Total Bullying Scale 0.92, Physical Bullying 0.83, Verbal Bullying 0.74, Isolation 0.75, Rumor 
Spreading 0.66, Harming Properties 0.79, and Sexual Bullying 0.88. The Coronbach Alpha reliability coefficients 
for the Victimization Scales are as follow: Total Victimization Scale 0.93, Physical Victimization 0.82, Verbal 
Victimization 0.75, Isolation 0.77, Rumor Spreading 0.75, Harming Properties 0.80, and Sexual Victimization 0.88. 
However in this research only total, physical, verbal, isolation, and harming properties scales were used in 
comparing Iranian and Turkish students’ victimization and bullying levels. “The Sexual Bullying” and “the Sexual 
Victimization” scales were not used because we expected that we would not get permission from the Iranian 
2514  Abazar Cheraghi and Metin Piskin / Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences 15 (2011) 2510–2520
Authorities  to  apply  the  instruments  in  Iran.  Furthermore,  after  conducting  a  factor  analysis,  we  found  that  the  
Rumor Spreading scale had lower validity scores for Iranian students and we decided to exclude this subscale as 
well. After the exclusion of Sexual and Rumor Spreading subscales and related items, the factor analysis for the 
remaining four subscales and the total scales as well as the reliability of the shorten instrument for Iranian students 
were calculated again.  
The results indicated that the Iranian version of the instruments’ Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients of 
Bullying Scales varied between 0.70 (Verbal Bullying) to 0.84 (Total Bullying Scale). Furthermore test-retest 
reliability was calculated after a 10 days interval on 400 students. The results showed that the test-retest reliability 
coefficients of the Bullying Scales for Iranian students varied between 0.73 (Harming Properties) to 0.89 (Physical 
Bullying). The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients of the Victimization Scales varied from 0.61 (Harming 
Properties) to 0.84 (Total Victimization Scale). The test-retest reliability of the Victimization Scales varied from 
0.75 (Harming Properties) to 0.90 (Physical Victimization).  
Since Iranian students were to use the shortened version of the instruments (37 items), it  was decided that the 
Turkish students should also use the same shortened instrument as well. In order to ensure the reliability and validity 
of the shortened Turkish version of the instrument, the reliability and validity of the new instrument for Turkish 
students was calculated again. The results of the confirmatory factor analysis showed that the validity of the 
instrument was good enough. Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients of the Victimization Scales were as follow: 
Physical Bullying Scale 0.77, Verbal Bullying Scale 0.45, Isolation 0.72, Harming Properties Scale 0.68, and the 
Total Bullying Scale 0.77. The Cronbach Alpha interval reliability coefficients for Victimization scales have as 
follow: Physical Victimization Scale 0.77, Verbal Victimization Scale 0.53, Isolation 0.58, Harming Properties 
Scale 0.76, and the Total Victimization Scale 0.75. The results indicated that although the shorten version of the 
Turkish instruments’ reliability coefficients is lower than the Iranian version, the reliability of the instruments are at 
acceptable level.  
3. Findings and Results 
The means and standard deviations on the Total Victimization scale as well as the other victimization subscales 
for Iranian and Turkish students are shown in Table 1.   
Table 1: Comparison of Iranian and Turkish Students’ victimization by gender 
IRAN TURKEY TOTAL Country Gender Country X Gender 
Gender Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
F (1,1720) 
(P)
F(1,720) 
(P) 
F (1,721) 
(P)
Post hoc‡
Total 
Victimization 
Male 164.27 17.73 168.11 15.02 166.20 16.53 
0.12 
(p<.733) 
75.91 
(p<.001) 
17.16 
(p<.001) 
TM>IM>IF>TF Female 159.65 20.41 155.12 28.59 157.48 24.77 
Total 161.91 19.28 161.54 23.61 
Physical 
Victimization 
Male 65.00 8.49 65.90 8.00 65.45 8.25 
9.07 
(p<.003) 
83.70 
(p<.001) 
23.44 
(p<.001) 
TM=IM>IF>TF Female 62.89 9.47 59.05 13.80 61.05 11.90 
Total 63.92 9.06 62.46 11.76 
Verbal 
Victimization 
Male 29.64 5.03 30.97 4.81 30.31 4.96 
.780 
(p<.377) 
36.66 
(p<.001) 
16.79 
(p<.001) 
TM>IM=IF>TF Female 29.11 5.12 28.25 7.06 28.70 6.14 
Total 29.37 5.08 29.60 6.15 
Isolation 
Male 27.02 3.95 28.31 3.13 27.67 3.62 
16.23 
(p<.001 
26.63 
(p<.001) 
5.49 
(p<.019) 
TM>TF=IM=IF Female 26.45 4.32 26.79 5.18 26.61 4.75 
Total 26.73 4.15 27.52 4.31 
Harming 
Properties 
Male 42.62 3.73 42.94 3.60 42.78 3.67 
.09 
(p<.759) 
45.16 
(p<.001) 
.978 
(p<.323) 
-Female 41.20 5.60 41.03 6.90 41.12 6.25 
Total 41.89 4.83 41.96 5.53 
‡ Abbreviations used for the post hoc analysis (TM= Turkish Male; TF= Turkish Female; IM= Iranian Male; IF= Iranian Female) 
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The results of a two-way (country by gender) ANOVA between subjects showed that there was no significant 
main effect of the parameter country in Total Victimization scores, in Verbal Victimization, and in Harming 
Properties. However, there is significant main effect of the country both in Physical Victimization 
(F(1,1720)=9,07;p<003) and Isolation (F(1,1720)=27.52;p<000) demonstrating that the Iranian students were 
significantly more victimized physically than their Turkish counterparts, whereas the Turkish students were more 
isolated than the Iranian students.
In reference to ANOVA analyses, there are significant main effects of gender in Total Victimization 
(F(1,1720)=75.91;p<000), Physical Victimization (F(1,1720)=83.70;p<000), Verbal Victimization 
(F(1,1720)=36.66;p<000), Isolation (F(1,1720)=26.63;p<000), and Harming Properties (F(1,1720)=45.16;p<000) 
indicating that males were significantly more victimized than females in any of the victimization subscales. 
The results of 2x2 factorial design ANOVA analyses, presented in Table 1, showed that the 2-way interactions 
between country and gender reached a significant level in Total Victimization (F(1,1720)=17.16;p<000), Physical 
Victimization (F(1,1720)=23.44;p<000), Verbal Victimization (F(1,1720)=16.79;p<000), and Isolation 
(F(1,1720)=5.49;p<019). 
The Post hoc analyses for significant interaction effects conducted by using the Tukey multiple comparison tests 
showed that in Total Victimization Scale, Turkish males were significantly more victimized than Turkish females as 
well as Iranian males and females. Furthermore, Iranian males were significantly more victimized than Iranian and 
Turkish females, and Iranian females were significantly more victimized than Turkish females. Post hoc test results 
also showed that in Physical Victimization, Turkish and Iranian males were significantly more victimized than were 
Turkish and Iranian females. In Verbal Victimization, Turkish males were significantly more victimized than 
Turkish females as well as Iranian males and females. Furthermore, Iranian males and females were significantly 
more victimized than were Turkish females. In Isolation, the results revealed that Turkish males were significantly 
more victimized than Turkish females as well as Iranian males and females. 
The means and standard deviations on the Total Bullying Scale as well as the other bullying subscales for Iranian 
and Turkish students are shown in Table 2.  The results of a two-way (country by gender) ANOVA between subjects 
showed that there is a significant main affect of country in Total Bullying (F(1,1720)=21.94;p<000) in Physical 
Bullying (F(1,1720)=7.38;p<007), in Verbal Bullying (F(1,1720)=31.57;p<000), in Isolation 
(F(1,1720)=30.67;p<000), and in Harming Properties (F(1,1720)=11.30;p<001) indicating that Turkish students had 
significantly higher scores than their Iranian counterparts in Total Bullying Scale as well as in all other bullying 
subscales. 
Table 2: Comparison of Iranian and Turkish Students’ bullying by gender 
IRAN TURKEY TOTAL Country Gender Country X Gender
Gender Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
F (1,1720) 
(P)
F(1,720) 
(P) 
F (1,721) 
(P)
Post hoc 
Total 
Bullying 
Male 170.50 15.53 175.44 12.16 172.98 14.15 
21.94 
(p<.001) 
91.10 
(p<.001) 
.40 
(p<.526) 
-Female 162.23 21.81 165.99 24.98 164.04 23.44 
Total 166.27 19.44 170.66 20.00 
Physical 
Bullying 
Male 67.80 7.52 69.76 6.83 68.78 7.25 
7.38 
(p<.007) 
92.02 
(p<.001) 
2.67 
(p<.102) 
-Female 64.22 9.84 64.71 12.28 64.45 11.07 
Total 65.97 8.96 67.22 10.18 
Verbal 
Bullying 
Male 31.12 4.81 32.72 3.87 31.92 4.43 
31.57 
(p<.001) 
55.98 
(p<.001) 
.55 
(p<.458) 
-Female 29.43 5.78 30.65 6.10 30.01 5.97 
Total 30.25 5.39 31.69 5.16 
Isolation 
Male 27.84 3.18 28.77 2.54 28.31 2.91 
30.67 
(p<.001) 
34.03 
(p<.001) 
.03 
(p<.866) 
-Female 26.80 4.04 27.79 4.35 27.28 4.22 
Total 27.31 3.68 28.26 3.56 
Harming 
Properties 
Male 43.74 3.18 44.19 2.66 43.96 2.94 
11.30 
(p<.001) 
54.21 
(p<.001) 
1.85 
(p<.175) 
-Female 41.78 6.03 42.84 5.72 42.29 5.90 
Total 42.74 4.95 43.49 4.46 
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The results of ANOVA analyses showed that there are also significant main effects of gender in Total Bullying 
(F(1,1720)=91.10;p<000), in Physical Bullying (F(1,1720)=92.02;p<000), in Verbal Bullying 
(F(1,1720)=55.98;p<000), in Isolation (F(1,1720)=34.03;p<000), and in Harming Properties 
(F(1,1720)=54.21;p<000). In this case, the scores of males were significantly higher than females in any of the 
bullying subscales. However, a 2-way interaction between country and gender did not reach a significant level in 
any of the bullying subscales. 
The means and standard deviations on the Total Victimization Scale as well as the other victimization subscales 
for Iranian and Turkish students according to high school type are displayed in Table 3.  ANOVA tests showed that 
there is no significant main affects of school type neither for Total Victimization Scale nor for any of the 
victimization subscales. Accordingly, we can conclude that there is no difference between general high school and 
vocational high school students in any type of victimization. 
A 2-way interaction test between country and school type did reach a significant level in Total Victimization 
(F(1,1720)=6.86;p<009), in Physical Victimization (F(1,1720)=8.23;p<004), and in Verbal Victimization 
(F(1,1720)=9.34;p<002). The Post hoc analyses for significant interaction effects conducted by using the Tukey 
multiple comparison tests showed that in Total Victimization Scale, Iranian Vocational high school students were 
significantly more victimized than the Iranian General high school students. The data also confirmed that Iranian 
vocational high school students were significantly more victimized than the Turkish vocational high school students 
in Physical Victimization Subscale. In addition, Turkish general high school students were significantly more 
victimized than Iranian general high school students in Verbal Victimization Subscale. 
The means and standard deviations on the Total Bullying Scale as well as the other bullying subscales for Iranian 
and Turkish students according to high school type are shown in Table 4.  The results of ANOVA illustrated that, 
similar to victimization, there is no significant main affects of school type neither for Total Bullying Scale nor for 
any of the bullying subscales indicating that there is no difference between general high school and vocational high 
school students in any type of bullying. 
However, a 2-way interaction between country and school type reached a significant level in Physical Bullying 
Subscale F(1,1720)=4.54;p<033). The post hoc analysis for significant interaction effects conducted by using the 
Tukey multiple comparison tests indicated that Turkish general high school students had significantly higher scores 
than Iranian general high school students in the Physical Bullying Subscale.
Table 3: Comparison of Iranian and Turkish Students’ victimization by school type 
IRAN TURKEY TOTAL Country 
School  
Type 
Country x  
School Type
School Type Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
F (1,1720) 
(P)
F(1,720) 
(P) 
F (1,721) 
(P)
Post hoc‡
Total 
Victimization 
General 160.27 20.03 162.85 22.64 161.48 21.32 
.02 
(p<.897) 
.38 
(p<.536) 
6.86 
(p<.009) 
IV>IG Vocational 163.62 18.33 160.78 24.40 162.17 21.67 
Total 161.91 19.28 161.54 23.61 
Physical 
Victimization 
General 63.08 9.27 63.16 11.42 63.12 10.33 
7.34 
(p<.007) 
.32 
(p<.572) 
8.23 
(p<.004) 
IV>TV Vocational 64.81 8.77 62.00 11.98 63.38 10.61 
Total 63.92 9.06 62.46 11.76 
Verbal 
Victimization 
General 28.99 4.88 30.11 5.68 29.51 5.30 
1.12 
(p<.289) 
.04 
(p<.842) 
9.34 
(p<.002) 
TG>IG Vocational 29.76 5.26 29.22 6.55 29.49 5.95 
Total 29.37 5.08 29.60 6.15 
Isolation 
General 26.59 4.22 27.72 4.18 27.12 4.24 
17.04 
(p<.001) 
.00 
(p<.969) 
2.05 
(p<.152) 
-Vocational 26.87 4.08 27.42 4.45 27.15 4.28 
Total 26.73 4.15 27.52 4.31 
Harming 
Properties 
General 41.62 5.34 41.86 5.72 41.73 5.52 
.15 
(p<.695) 
2.81 
(p<.094) 
.34 
(p<.559) 
-Vocational 42.18 4.21 42.13 5.39 42.16 4.85 
Total 41.89 4.83 41.96 5.53 
‡ Abbreviations used for the post hoc analysis (TG= Turkish General High School Students; TV= Turkish Vocational High School Students; IG= 
Iranian General High School Students; IV= Iranian Vocational High School Students) 
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Table 4: Comparison of Iranian and Turkish Students’ bullying by school type 
IRAN TURKEY TOTAL Country 
School  
Type 
Country x  
School Type
School Type Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
F (1,1720) 
(P)
F(1,720) 
(P) 
F (1,721) 
(P)
Post hoc‡
Total 
Victimization 
General 165.43 19.76 171.51 18.19 168.29 19.26 
22.92 
(p<.0001 
.05 
(p<.830) 
2.52 
(p<.112) 
-Vocational 167.15 19.08 170.20 21.60 168.70 20.45 
Total 166.27 19.44 170.66 20.00
Physical 
Victimization 
General 65.42 9.06 67.73 9.65 66.51 9.41 
8.27 
(p<.004) 
.09 
(p<.766) 
4.54 
(p<.033) 
TG>IG Vocational 66.54 8.83 66.89 10.65 66.72 9.79 
Total 65.97 8.96 67.22 10.18
Verbal 
Victimization 
General 30.02 5.29 31.83 4.99 30.87 5.22 
32.43 
(p<.001) 
.22 
(p<.643) 
1.90 
(p<.168) 
-Vocational 30.49 5.50 31.60 5.36 31.06 5.45 
Total 30.25 5.39 31.69 5.16
Isolation 
General 26.59 4.22 27.72 4.18 27.12 4.24 
31.40 
(p<.001) 
.09 
(p<.763) 
.24 
(p<.627) 
-Vocational 26.87 4.08 27.42 4.45 27.15 4.28 
Total 27.31 3.68 28.26 3.56
Harming 
Properties 
General 42.74 4.70 43.63 4.00 43.16 4.40 
12.19 
(p<.001) 
.21 
(p<.646) 
.16 
(p<.688) 
-Vocational 42.73 5.19 43.43 4.87 43.09 5.04 
Total 42.74 4.95 43.49 4.46
‡ Abbreviations used for the post hoc analysis (TG= Turkish General High School Students; TV= Turkish Vocational High School Students; IG= 
Iranian General High School Students; IV= Iranian Vocational High School Students) 
4. Discussion 
The comparison of Iranian and Turkish students in victimization revealed that there are no major differences 
between two countries. A few differences were only observed: Iranian students were significantly more victimized 
than their Turkish counterparts in Physical victimization, whereas the Turkish students victimized more isolated 
than the Iranian students. In addition, Turkish students had significantly higher scores than their Iranian counterparts 
in all bullying scales. 
The differences between Iran and Turkey might be related to each nation’s school systems and school 
environments. 
Furthermore, all Iranian students attend single sex schools whereas Turkish students attend co-educational 
schools. This may have contributed to these differences of attitude, although Rigby (2007) states that co-education 
and single sex school did not differ largely in terms of bullying and victimization in Australia. Differences among 
these results may be attributed to methodological and cultural differences and linguistic issues concerning that 
Turkish student answered the instrument that was developed for Turkish children, whereas the Iranian students 
answered the translated and adapted instrument. Furthermore, when the instruments were applied to the Turkish 
students the researchers were presented in each classroom and delivered all necessary explanation, while when 
collecting data in girls’ schools in Iran the researchers were not allowed in classrooms since males cannot enter 
girls’ schools. 
In terms of gender differences, the data revealed that males were significantly more victimized than females in 
any type of victimization and also they bullied significantly more often than females in any type of bullying. In the 
2-way interactions between country and gender showed that and in most of the victimization subscales, the Turkish 
males were more victimized than any groups, followed by Iranian males. Turkish females were the least victimized 
group followed by Iranian females. 
The finding of gender differences is consistent with studies in several countries (Delfabro et al., 2006; Elliott, 
1992; Kaltiala- Heino & Rimple, 1999; Mouttapa et al., 2004) and also in line with most of the Turkish studies 
(Dölek, 2002; Malkoç & Ceylan, 2010; Pekel, 2004; Piúkin ve Ayas, 2005b; Piúkin & Ayas, in press), ùahin & SarÕ,
2010; TakÕú, 2007). 
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However, there are reports to the contrary which has showed that girls performed and also were victimized more 
than boys in social/relational bullying/victimization (Borntrager, Davis, Bernstein, & Gorman, 2009; Price, 2004; 
Rigby (2007).  
These findings may be related to the concept of how traditional gender roles are to be acted. Male aggressiveness 
tends to be easier accepted than female aggressiveness both, in Turkey and Iran. The underlying reason for this 
gender differences, however, is unclear. As Card, Stucky, Sawalani & Little (2008) underline biological or social 
forces may jointly promote both forms of aggression among boys, but one form or the other among girls. More 
research should be conducted to understand the reasons explaining the gender differences in bullying and 
victimization. 
In  terms of  school  type  differences,  the  data  showed that  general  and vocational  high  school  students  did  not  
differ in any type of victimization as well as bullying scales. There is a limited number of studies in bullying 
literature comparing general (academic) and vocational (technical) high school students. The results of current 
research is not in consensus with a previous Turkish study (Piúkin & Ayas, in press) conducted to find out 
differences among students attending different types of high schools. This research showed that the most victimized 
students were from vocational high schools. One more research, conducted in Taiwan (Chen & Astor, 2011) 
contradicts our results showing that students in vocational high schools have higher rates of school violence 
perpetration compared to those in academic high schools. 
5. Conclusions 
The current research is the first one to compare bullying and victimization level of Iranian and Turkish students. 
Probably one of the a few studies conducted among Iranian students and one of the a few studies comparing Turkish 
students with students of another country. The findings revealed the major difference as that Turkish high school 
students are more bullied than their Iranian counterparts. The current research suggests that even if few differences 
are found between the two countries, bullying is a problem in both, prevailing amongst males.
Several limitations of the study should be noted. The data gathered were based on information provided by 
students in only four secondary schools in Ankara, Turkey, and four secondary schools in Zencan, Iran. Therefore 
these samples are far from truly representative of  the  possible  situation  in  Iran  and  Turkey.  In  order  to  
comprehensively understand the scope of peer bullying in Iran and Turkey, future research needs to be conducted in 
large scale studies in both countries. Furthermore, only self-report methods were used in the current study.
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